This article seeks to provide theoretical evidence to trace the origins of the idea behind the model Creating Shared Value (CSV), proposed by Porter and Kramer in 2011, whose originality is questioned according to a recent debate in the literature of corporate social responsibility (CSR) by authors such as Crane, Palazzo, Matten and Spence. Based on the latter, the article provides an analysis of perspectives and models in modern literature CSR within the creating shared value approach (CSV), meaning the value for the company and the value to society. The results indicate that some assumptions on which shared value is based may implicitly be suggested in works prior to the date of publication of the CSV model, however it discussed that this may be due to the variegation view of CSR literature.
This article focuses on the theoretical debate between Kramer (2011, 2014) and Crane, Palazzo, Spence and Matten (2014) specifically regarding to the originality of the central idea of the CSV concept. According to its detractors, creating shared value is similar to existing concepts in literature: "Porter and Kramer present the CSV as a novel contribution; however, its basic premises have a surprising similarity to existing concepts of CSR, such as stakeholders' management, and social innovation" (Crane et al., 2014, p. 34) .
Additionally, the lack of recognition of the authors who had suggested the compatibility between social and economic benefits in the literature of CSR is questioned: "Porter and Kramer neither recognize that their ideas about the simultaneous creation of economic and social value for multiple stakeholders have already been well developed in the literature" (2014, p. 34 ).
According to the above debate, the goal set for this article is to provide theoretical evidence in order to justify the criticism of Crane and colleagues regarding the originality of the idea behind the CSV concept coined by Porter and Kramer (2011) . Based on the latter, a literature review is proposed so that perspectives and models of CSR are researched, in which the general idea of shared value will be analyzed and implicitly searched for, that is the value creation for the company and society.
Method
In order to achieve the objective, theoretical information was sought on corporate social responsibility in bibliometric and literature reviews, using databases such as Web of Science (WoS), Scopus and Proquest, demarcating the search to the period between 1953-start date of the CSR modern literature-and 2011.
The information was delimited and organized chronologically for three reasons: First, because the goal is to provide evidence that the idea of creating shared value was already working before the publication of the article by Porter and Kramer in 2011 . Second, because the chronological order provides an ideal way to explore the evolution of the concept of shared value from the first contributions of modern literature in 1953 CSR (Carroll, 1999) , to more recent concepts. Third, because there is evidence of previous review work of literature that have used this scheme to structure the analysis (Carroll, 1999 (Carroll, , 2008 Frederick, 2006; Moura-Leite & Padgett, 2011; Wang, 2015) .
To meet the objective of this research, the article is divided into three sections. In the first, it briefly describes the concepts of corporate social responsibility, creating of shared value and stakeholders. In the second, CSR perspectives and models are analyzed chronologically and it is briefly indicated where the idea could be located under the shared value approach for stakeholders. Finally, in the third part, final considerations are presented, where the results obtained are synthesized and a conclusion is given based on the findings.
Definition of Central Concepts
In this section the central concepts to this literature review are introduced; corporate social responsibility, whose background is analyzed chronologically from the past half century. Creating shared value, which is analyzed from the three levels perspective proposed by Porter and Kramer (2011) . Finally, the stakeholder approach developed by Freeman (1984) which argues that groups of interest are located in two types of organizational environment.
Corporate Social Responsibility
The seventies, according to Moura (2011) were a period during which business managers applied a traditional management in order to address CSR issues; most of them following the model of self-interest. While in the next decade, commercial and social interests approached and businesses became more sensitive to interested parties or stakeholders.
Following Moura (2011) , from the 90s onwards, the study of CSR has moved away from an ethical orientation to a performance one, and the level of analysis changed from macro social level to the organizational level. In addition to this, the author argues that the attention to the relationship between CSR and the corporate financial performance was transformed over time in the academic field, going from irrelevant to a close association.
During the development of CSR literature, various definitions of it have emerged (Dahlsrud, 2008) , therefore it is relevant for purposes of this article to specify a single definition that serves as a thread for the intended analysis. Considering the above, the definition of CSR proposed by Aguinis (2011) "The organizational actions and policies specific of the context taking into account expectations of stakeholders and the triple result in economic, social and environmental performance" (p. 855) is taken. The inclusion of the term stakeholder somehow helps to specify before whom the company is responsible for, since the term of society is somewhat ambiguous.
Meanwhile, to frame the part of the value for companies and unify the criteria to perform the analysis, it was decided to use the version of Burke and Logsdon "...easily measurable flow of economic benefits that the company expects to receive" (1996, p. 499) . Definition that lies in the context of social responsibility.
Creating Shared Value
Porter and Kramer (2011) introduce their proposal to create shared value as a theoretical alternative that incorporates implicitly the economic value for the company and the social value, since in general terms shared value refers to the establishment of a win-win relationship regarding the organization and society. The model in question arises from the criticism of the authors towards traditional CSR efforts, which are neither necessarily for the benefit of the company nor are linked to the strategic planning of organizations.
The concept of shared value could be traced back to the term of co-creation of value, which according to Corsaro (2014) in the early 2000, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) suggested that the place for value creation moved from the department of the company for research and development to interaction between the company and customers, creating a stream of research later called co-creation of value.
Retaking the model Porter and Kramer (2011) , creating shared value can be generated from three perspectives or levels. The first level has to do with the re-design of new products and services, which should be aligned with issues or social problems, this way it can meet a new need, positively impacting society at the same time as the company generates profits.
The second level is based on the internal management of the value chain, which can be redefined in terms of innovation by reducing costs, minimizing consumption of energy and process optimization, taking advantage of externalities that the chain produces.
Finally, the third level, the development of local clusters (choice of local suppliers and/or needy communities) can help increase the value for the target communities, such as job creation and stimulate the economy of a region while companies can obtain unique benefits by generating synergy with the organizational strategy. According to Porter, Hills, Pfitzer, Patscheke, and Hawkins (2012) , these three levels of shared value can bring various benefits for both the company and society, examples are seen in Table 1 .
It can be seen that the term society is generally used to refer to various actors in the organizational environment, for example, residents of local communities where the company operates, school students, environmentalists, users of hospitals that could be even part of the same company. This raises a key question for companies, who is accountable? Who are the priority actors for the company?
On this point, Carroll (1999) suggests to reconcile the concept of society with the term stakeholder (interest group) proposed by Freeman (1984) to put "names and faces" to the society. This somehow to specify to who is responsible the company. Additionally, Clarkson (1995) proposes separating the affairs of the society and issues of stakeholders depending on the level of analysis. For the institutional level the author argues that social problems are seen, while for the organizational level the problems of interest groups are analyzed. For the above reasons, the incorporation of the term stakeholder for the analysis of the concepts and models of social responsibility seeking to clarify the value attributed to the company is deemed necessary. However, in which interest groups is perceived the social value? Therefore, it is considered appropriate to include a brief history of the concept and delimit the interest groups.
Stakeholders
A relevant and associated with corporate social responsibility topic has been the stakeholder approach, which states that organizations must take into account the stakeholder groups with direct and indirect interests in and by the organization. In words of Freeman (1984) , this term may refer to "... any group or individual that affects or is affected by the achievement of organizational objectives." (p. 46).
These groups may be individuals or groups that can influence an organization, their resources or their outputs (Bryson, 1995) , who have the power to negotiate and change the strategic future of an organization (Eden & Ackermann, 1998) , which depend on achieving organizational objectives to fulfill their own or vice versa (Scholes & Johnson, 2002) or simply that affect or will affect the strategies of the organization (Nutt & Backoff, 1992) .
Stakeholder groups can be varied depending on the operation of the organization. However, Freeman (1984) classifies them according to their location in the organizational environment in the internal and external dimensions. In the internal environment there are l shareholders, customers, employees and suppliers. Meanwhile, in the external environment actors such as governments, competitors, the media, special interest groups, environmentalists and consumer advocates are identified; they can be seen graphically in Figure 1 .
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In the same year, George Steiner brought his vision of corporate social responsibility, for him, all business are primarily economic institutions, but they also have responsibilities to society. However, companies can meet those responsibilities without incurring costs as well as profiting (1971) . This clearly indicates compatibility between the financial objectives of the company and those of social nature, and the author goes further to suggest that it is possible to profit by meeting social obligations, as stated by the CSV model.
Meanwhile, Johnson (1971) argued that a socially responsible company is one "... whose managerial staff balances a multiplicity of interests. Instead of striving only for greater profits for its stockholders, a responsible enterprise also takes into account employees, suppliers, dealers, local communities, and nation" (p .50). With this contribution a ratification that companies should consider more actors who have interests in the company is observed, but the author goes even further and includes the nation as a potential objective of value creation. In addition to this, Johnson added that "corporate social responsibility requires the implementation of social programs to add benefits to your organization" (p. 54). This perspective already interpreted CSR as a way to maximize profits, premise of the creation of shared value.
In the eighties, Jones (1980) stated that CSR is a set of obligations to other social groups as well as shareholders and cited as an example to customers, employees, suppliers and surrounding communities. Again, an idea of corporate social responsibility that addresses the needs of the partners to make profits but in turn, the obligation of the company to respond to other groups belonging to the organizational environment is perceived.
Another important contribution above the idea of shared value was proposed by Drucker (1984) , who advocated converting social problems into business opportunities. This is similar to what is established in the first level of shared value, the re-design of products and services, which aims to satisfy social needs turning them into business opportunities. According to Drucker, social problems could be transformed into productive capacities and human competencies. This is linked to the second level model of Porter and Kramer (2011) , productivity in the value chain, because the idea is to streamline processes to reduce inputs and environmental impact. Finally, Drucker mentioned the transformation of social problems on paying jobs and therefore generating wealth. The above is similar to the third level of shared value creation, which establishes the development of local clusters, helping to generate local employment and improve the organizational context of the company.
At the beginning of the ninety's decade, Carroll (1991) developed his pyramidal model of corporate social performance (see Figure 3) which is an evolution of prior work of the same author in 1979 in which he defined CSR as the sum of four basic responsibilities of a company: economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic. The pyramid suggests an order or hierarchy of priorities in CSR, based on the level of essentiality or priority, being the economic the most fundamental, since it is the raison d'etre of the company; followed by legal responsibility, which focuses on the straightness of the organization to follow the laws. Ethical responsibility has to do with the expected behavior of the company before society, although they are not explicit rules, a morally correct behavior is expected. And finally, the least responsibility in importance is the philanthropic category, which refers to the goodwill of companies. (Carroll, 1999) n see that the m dal shape. Business and Management Vol. 11, No. 12; 2016 documentary inquiry and the analysis of theoretical contributions previous to the year of publication Porter and Kramer (2011) model, starting from the date beginning of modern literature CRS in 1953.
The results of this research can be considered consistent with Crane, Palazzo, Spence and Matten (2014) as evidence of theoretical perspectives that implicitly suggested the so-called win-win relationship between business and society was found. More specifically, it is possible that the ideas on which the shared value concept is based on were heavily influenced by those of Peter Drucker (1984) since his vision of CSR is similar to that intended by the creating shared value. It is this author's ideas in which the three levels of shared value creation could be inferred.
However, in favor of Porter and Kramer the results from the literature review did not provide evidence of a model that specifically indicates how to create joint value between companies and society, which the authors did claim. The findings indicate that a lot of the CSR literature proposed postures and some guidelines, but not as specific as the work of Porter and Kramer (2011) .
In addition to the above, it must be taken into account that this analysis faced limitations. First, literature was sought only on the construct corporate social responsibility (CSR) overlooking a more thorough search of the concepts related to it as sustainability, corporate social performance, corporate social responsiveness, business ethics, corporate citizenship, strategic philanthropy, cause-related marketing. Reviewing the literature of each of the above topics is recommended for future studies that seek to supplement this investigation.
Secondly, another limitation resides in that the analysis focused on highlighting the contributions that could be interpreted in a way that relation with the central idea of shared value was found, however that interpretation should not be considered as the only possible one.
Finally, an additional constraint identified was the non-inclusion of literature in other languages but English. It was decided to consider the most relevant authors in the area of CSR since its inception in the modern era, with most of this works are written in English and published in journals of the same language (De Bakker et al., 2005; Ferreira-Mainardi & Moran Suarez, 2011) . Given the above, it is suggested to consider future research works in languages other than English to cover a larger volume of perspectives on corporate social responsibility.
